Abstract Although there has been some attention to how notions of entrepreneurship and family intersect in the life of family businesses, analysis of these issues in relation to inter-generational and organisational emergence in small family firms is underdeveloped. In order to redress this imbalance, it is important to undertake analysis of entrepreneurial issues alongside those of family, ownership, management and inter-generational emergence. A fourth entrepreneurial axis is added to Gersick's developmental life cycle framework to facilitate this. This is then applied to aid interpretive analysis of two second generation owner-managers and sons-in-law of the original founders of a small manufacturing company in the UK. Working with his younger brother-in-law, the two family members are responsible for taking a small steeplejack company into its third generation and a new electrical engineering market. As the younger brother-in-law takes on an entrepreneurial role within the company and endeavours to develop new opportunities, the chairman gives an account of the struggles involved in achieving a balance between ownership, management and family tensions. The notion of "interpreneurship" whereby family members are interacting and creating new possibilities for themselves, their lives, their organizations whilst drawing upon past events, happenings, experiences and conversations that have gone before, is also considered.
Introduction
Following the publication of a special issue in Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (1994, Vol. 19, p. 1) which was dedicated to examining the connections between the domains of entrepreneurship and family business, there has been a growing interest in how these notions intersect in the life of family businesses. In the special issue there was a particular emphasis on how concepts, definitions and ideas from entrepreneurship research can be drawn upon to enhance understanding of family business leadership, succession, growth, culture, governance, life cycles, management and strategy. Brockhaus (1994) , for example, suggested that family business as a new field of research has much to learn from the relatively new field of entrepreneurship through the transfer of research topics, variables and definitions. Also, Dyer and Handler (1994) identified four career nexuses that highlight points at which family and entrepreneurial dynamics intersect. They focused on entrepreneurs and their relationships with family members who had shaped their entrepreneurial tendencies, provided support for start up, been employed in the company or been involved in ownership/management succession. Continuing the theme, Hoy and Verser (1994) also identified some interesting research issues that arise from the overlapping of entrepreneurial and family dynamics. They argued that the fields of entrepreneurship and family business consist of separate and distinct but overlapping domains. This overlap is explored by them using Gartner's (1990) the owner-manager.
In addition, two further special issues on family businesses in Entrepreneurship, Theory and Practice (2003) and Journal of Business Venturing (2003) have been devoted to broadening the theoretical horizons of family business research with some attention to entrepreneurial issues.
In the present article, I also explore the relationship between family and entrepreneurial issues -an issue that, in spite of growing research interest, is still fairly underdeveloped in studies of small family firms. Indeed, interest in the entrepreneurial aspects of family business life has been over-shadowed with issues of succession, ownership, and strategic management. The first aim, here, is to undertake a close analysis of entrepreneurial processes alongside issues of ownership and management. In this way, taking forward the Hoy and Verser (1994) and Rogoff and Heck (2003) key concerns, entrepreneurship is brought into the family, ownership and management triangle. However, to take an understanding of the inter-relationship between these issues further, the three-dimensional (family/business/ownership) developmental model (Gersick et al., 1997) often cited in family business research is adapted to include an entrepreneurial axis. By adding a fourth dimension to the model, it is possible to consider what entrepreneurship means at different intersections of family, ownership and business life cycles involving inter-generational transitions. It also facilitates the application of the term "interpreneurship" developed by Hoy and Verser (1994) . The third aim in this article is to consider the relationship between family issues and entrepreneurship with an interpretive analytical focus. It is argued that interpretive analysis of family business situations is distinctive because through this one is able to study the ways in which people working in family firms are constantly performing and re-performing past events, happenings, occurrences or experiences in the present which then also facilitate and enable future co-ordinations and interaction.Analytical attention focuses on Robert, a 60 year-old chairman of a manufacturing company and son-in-law of one of the original founders of the business. Working with his younger brother-in-law, he is responsible for taking a small steeple-jack company into its second generation and a new electrical engineering market. However, as the youngest brother-in-law takes on an entrepreneurial role within the company and endeavours to develop new opportunities for the company, Robert gives an account of the struggle to achieve a balance between issues of ownership, management and entrepreneurship during the second inter-generational transition. This article is concluded with some reflections on the nature of the relationship between entrepreneurial, family, ownership and management issues.
"Interpreneurship"
Entrepreneurship and family business The relationship, intersection or overlap of entrepreneurial and family domains in the context of small and/or family businesses is an important, yet underdeveloped, area of research. Although Hoy and Verser (1994) and other writers in the special issues mentioned earlier go some way in trying to address this, these issues have not been widely taken forward. A valid concern with raising the profile of family firms as a distinct and worthy area of study has meant that other themes have tended to dominate studies. These focus on:
. raising the profile and interest in family firms (Hoy, 2003) in terms of definitional issues or the contribution of family firms to national employment or gross domestic product (Donckels and Frohlich, 1991; Litz, 1995; Cromie et al., 1999; Shanker and Astrachan, 1996; Daily and Dollinger, 1993; Poutziouris and Chittenden, 1996; Westshead et al., 2002) ;
. the complex nature of family firms (Fletcher, 2002) ;
. strategic management and family issues (Beckhard and Dyer, 1983; Gersick et al., 1997); and . the need to extend the theoretical horizons of family business research (Chua et al., 2003) .
Other studies have been concerned with the complex nature of the business-family-work relationship (Holland and Boulton, 1984; Dyer and Handler, 1994; Wheelock, 1991; Wheelock and Baines, 1998; Poutziouris and Chittenden, 1996; Fletcher, 2002) ; emotional dynamics (Murray-Dunn, 2002 ) and the meaning of the familial metaphor (Ram and Holliday, 1993) or "kinship theory" (Stewart, 2003) for organising processes in small firms.
The lack of attention to entrepreneurship in all of this is, according to Johannisson (2002) , due to a preoccupation with how ownership, management and family "systems" interact in the life of family businesses, which means that there is no space for understandings of entrepreneurial processes and activities. Entrepreneurial issues are often left implicit within growth models and related only to issues of start up. Alternatively, they are subsumed within family, business or ownership life cycle analyses (Gersick et al., 1997) . But growth and entrepreneurship are not always automatically related. The key issue for many small firms is not necessarily growth per se, but the need to balance business development needs whilst retaining the creativity, energy or uniqueness that is distinctive of their smallness. For small family firms, the key issue is not only finding a strategic balance within the ownership, business and family life cycle. It is also important to be alert to new distinctive or innovative ways of working that energise and enable people in family businesses to manage the balance between ownership/family and business issues in ways that facilitate continuity and creativity. Without this, family businesses can become stagnant with attention focused purely on managing family ownership or business tensions.
The value of this was highlighted within the Hoy and Verser (1994) study where they consider how issues of innovation are balanced between the family domain (and its concern with revitalisation of products and services) and the entrepreneurship domain (with its concern with the creation of new concepts). Also Aldrich and Cliff (2003) argue for a "family embeddedness" perspective to examine the pervasive effects of family on entrepreneurship. And Rogoff and Heck (2003) highlight the need to recognise family as the "oxygen that feeds the fire of entrepreneurship". However, it would also be helpful to study what entrepreneurship means for family businesses at different points in their family, business and ownership life cycle. Such a view would mean adapting the family, ownership, management axes much used in family business work to accommodate entrepreneurship as a central (rather than peripheral) activity of family firms. It is suggested here that this might be facilitated by adding a fourth dimension to the Gersick et al. (1997) model (Figure 1 ).
Entrepreneurship and "interpreneurship" in the small, family business In this adaptation of the three-dimensional model, various additional features that characterise the entrepreneurial process have been incorporated. In the first stage of the process, "envisioning" the business idea or concept is central. Here, people are envisioning new possibilities of what might be, in terms of new products, services or markets that can be created. In the second stage there is more attention to the realisation of the business idea or concept that means acting upon the idea and using resources and network contacts to make things happen. In the third stage, close attention is given to the harvesting of investments previously made and the reproduction or re-investment of know-how to generate new entrepreneurial practices. Attention here moves away from the creation of new products, services, ventures, concepts to concerns about the continuity of organisational practices and structures during inter-generational transition in such a way that the company is still responsive to entrepreneurial opportunities and ideas. At this third stage in the business/family/ownership life cycle, the term "interpreneurship" (introduced by Hoy and Verser, 1994) becomes useful to explore the relationship between family and entrepreneurship in the context of an inter-generational emergence. Adapted from the three-dimensional developmental model (Gersick et al., 1997) "Interpreneurship"
The view of entrepreneurship being utilised here focuses on the notion of "organisational emergence" (Gartner et al., 1992) which is helpful for highlighting the emergent social, cultural and processual aspects of business development and growth in a family firm as it moves through different phases of family management and ownership. In adding the fourth entrepreneurship axis into the developmental model and linking this to notions of organisational emergence, a better understanding of what entrepreneurship means in different family/ownership and business situations can be achieved. It avoids pointless debate about the extent to which a given person or activity is entrepreneurial. Instead, it looks at actions and people as more or less entrepreneurial at different points in time according to the family and ownership dynamics. In this way, entrepreneurial activities are seen as constituted through process and attention to organisational context. This is important because entrepreneurship does not just "occur". It is always being constructed in relation to something else that has gone before (such as previous exchanges, interactions and experiences in the family business context). Also, something that we might call entrepreneurship is always being constructed in relation to "something new" in the future. This might be a different identity or role for key family members. It might mean new combinations of products, services and know-how in order to take the business forward. Or, it might mean energising the business with new ownership structures. Either way, "interpreneurship" can be seen as: the process of inter-generational emergence in which family members are interacting and creating new possibilities for themselves, their lives, their organizations whilst drawing upon past events, happenings, experiences and conversations that have gone before.
Methodological issues, fieldwork and interpretive work in family business research
The analysis that follows is drawn from a six-month period of research observation of a small family business (Hibberts and Sons) in its second generation operating in the electrical engineering sector. As a researcher, I spent long periods of time in the company in 2000 adopting what might be called a semi-ethnographic approach where interviewing was undertaken with all members of the company. Each interview lasted between one and two hours and some people were interviewed several times. In the early phase of research observation, interview time was spent encouraging people to speak about their work and what it was like to work at Hibberts. Also, many notes were recorded from informal conversations in corridors, the canteen, car park and pub. Later, a schedule of semi-structured questions was formulated with a view to exploring issues of culture, entrepreneurship and processes of change. The company has been given a fictitious name and in this article extracts from interviews with Robert (chairman) and Stewart (managing director) are presented in order to facilitate interpretation and analysis of how these two people come to construct their family, ownership, managerial and entrepreneurial work in the way they do. For Hibberts the emergence from second to third generation is the main issue. But also in speaking about this and other organisational, managerial and entrepreneurial issues, reference is made to the emergence from first to second generation. This highlights that in talking about organisational and managerial issues, family business owners are not only constructing the past in the present. They are also envisioning the present into the future. Here, also, tensions between the need to energize the business entrepreneurially IJEBR 10,1/2 (and managerially) whilst securing the long term survival and continuity of the business in terms of ownership become heightened. By focusing on the two owners, I try to balance an ethical concern about remaining "confidential" to my respondents (by changing details of the company and the people involved) at the same time as keeping the text anchored in Robert's life. In keeping the respondent's voice central to the account, the intention is to keep the text anchored in the "lived experience" of the speaker. This means attempting to understand how people participate in, respond to and interpret their worlds (Goetting and Fenstermaker, 1995, p. 15 ).
An interpretive approach is helpful when studying the family business because for these people working and family lives are often very closely inter-twined. Thus, when people are giving accounts of how particular organisational practices came about, this is invariably done in relation to themselves as individuals, their identities and roles, and to family relationships such as parents or siblings. Therefore, by taking an interpretive approach a closer understanding of the ways in which organisational and personal lives come together can be achieved. Also, a key feature of interpretive research work is the opportunity to make other people (e.g. family business members) "present" in the text (Josselson and Lieblich, 1995) . This is important to avoid marginalising our research subjects, something that often occurs in written research reports. Also, an interpretive approach enables closer attention to the "local situatedness" of our understanding (both mine as writer of family business and Robert's in particular, as he reflects upon and makes sense of his life career in the social, political and cultural context in which it occurred). Such a focus enables an on-going conversation about experience (Hertz, 1997) in which the readers of this article are invited to engage. In the following section, discussion of the family business, Hibberts and Sons is undertaken. The analysis is structured around three key themes. The first theme relates to business, ownership and family issues in Hibberts as they moved from first to second generation. The second examines entrepreneurial issues in Hibberts and explores tensions in the company about "saving a penny instead of making a pound". The third theme is concerned with relating these tensions to family ownership as the company plans to move from second to third generation.
Hibberts & Sons: business, ownership and family issues in the emergence from first to second generation Ernie Hibbert first created the business in 1948 with the financial help and support of his father. The company's origins lay in the building/maintenance of chimneys and the restoration of church towers, spires and tall structures. Ernest's brother, Thomas, also came into the business a few years later. Ernie was the master steeplejack and took charge of this aspect of the business. Because Thomas felt left out of things, he started to build up the electrical and earthing side of the business. Although there were frictions between them, the brothers developed their company to about 20 employees.
In relation to the ownership axis of the developmental model, Hibberts and Sons was (and still is) a sibling partnership from the early days in 1948 when the business was established by Ernie, who was later joined by his brother. The key challenges facing the business in those days were defining roles and developing niche areas that each brother could specialise in and take ownership of. Shares were equally split between them and business development was concerned with retaining capital and "Interpreneurship" capitalising on the market potential for maintenance of steel structures and steeplejack work. There were no growth aspirations and size of the business remained constant at 20 employees.
The two brothers had four daughters between them, none of whom (the researcher was told) wanted to come into the business. As time went on they were concerned about their age and need to plan for the second generation of the business, Ernie and Tom decided to bring in Robert one of their sons-in-law who had trained as an electrician. Robert is now chairman of the company and has been instrumental in facilitating the transition to second generation. In the following section, Robert recalls those early days as the two owners tried to retire from the business and how he was expected to learn about the business by "competing" with one of the owners:
Thomas retired in early 1970s (although he returned to do wages at a later stage) but Ernie didn't officially retire. He just stopped coming. At 65 he said to me, right me lad, it's all there get on with it. Of course when I got on with it, it would be "just a minute me lad". Initially you had to ask him about everything because you knew if you didn't there'd be an almighty row. For three years, I wished I'd never come here to be honest because the men made my life hell . . . And Ernie wouldn't let me touch the steeplejack work. He'd take you on a job and treat you like competition. He'd say, here's a chimney, you make your notes mate and I'll make mine and see what you come up with. I used to say well no, Ernie, you've got to teach me. You've got to let me inside your mind a little bit. I gave up in the end.
In this account Robert is recalling how he was brought into the business as the owners were planning for retirement. Gersick et al. (1997) comments on the competitive approach that is often used by owners to manage succession and it is interesting to note that Robert uses the term "competition" to refer to how he was expected to learn and take on the business. At the same time, however, Robert also refers to the more participative approach of the other brother, Thomas:
He was a totally different guy . . . "he would say, lad, sit there and this is how we work out how much labour/materials are. He was always on call if you wanted him. If you'd ever got a problem, you know you could sit there with Tom and spend ten minutes talking over it and you've sold your own problem and he'd just listen to you, that's all.
But, although Robert comments how "he gave up in the end" trying to learn from Ernie, he did in fact go on to take a similar approach to "teaching" others. He also "took forward" his interpretation of Ernie's style to mean that he should take ownership for his own area of the business, which he did with the electrical engineering side. He explains this by saying: So that's the atmosphere which I was brought up to. So you never did anything without thinking about it first and justifying yourself and being able to say well yes Ernie but we make money because of this and whatever. I'm afraid it's a bit ingrown in me now.
In this family business, the carving up of shares went hand in hand with the carving out of roles and product niches in the business. It was seen as important for each family member to prove themselves on their own. This became a particular approach to business that was practised by the founders. But it also goes on to shape present ways of working at Hibberts. Stewart, for example, comments that "Ernie was very, very difficult to work with . . . (and that) Robert is very much in the same mould as Ernie".Robert also refers to this when he talks about his "approach" to managing: IJEBR 10,1/2 I haven't got a degree in business management or anything. I've got experience and that's all I've got and my way of managing is to get somebody who I think is competent to do a job and let him do it at his own rate, as fast as he wants or as slow as he wants. So you know I've sat back and said alright. I can see people making mistakes, but if they're little mistakes it doesn't matter because they'll learn from it and I'll go after him and say if you'd have done that differently like this but he has to learn because I've had to learn. The experience of giving somebody a good rollicking, he'll know next time that he can't get away with that but if you don't tell him the bloke doesn't know. If I've got something to say I'll say it. I must admit, sometimes I'm too blunt, especially with Stewart. I perhaps give Stewart a hard time because I think, well that's probably how I learnt it but to try and make the point but we have to get the points across and we have to pass that experience on and come through and learn. So that's my style and Stewart is a little bit different.
Here, Robert is expressing his "style" of managing the family business which himself has learnt from one of the founders (i.e. Ernie) and which he enacts in his relationships with others and how he tries to "teach" them. In spite of Robert's claim that "when Tom died the Hibbert's influence then of course had gone really out of the company", the Hibbert influence did not leave the company, it goes on shaping current ways of working and managing. In fact Robert does say that "Stewart and I have taken it on since". This difference in management styles was mentioned by one of the longest serving employees:
Robert was maybe bit more dictatorial, not dictatorial but says it as he sees it. Stewart's got a problem with communication and he admits to that and if I told you that now and you told him that he'd say yes he knows he has. Stewart certainly does develop people. He developed me and he would develop everyone really, which is a good thing. I'm all for it but we do feel some are a little bit wayward, off the beaten track if you like.
Moreover, the same tensions are being played out. For this reason, the notion of organisational emergence in a family business context can be more appropriately seen as one of re-emergence whereby family members are interacting and creating new possibilities for themselves and their organisations whilst drawing upon past experiences within the family business. This also means that the term interpreneurship is helpful because it takes account of ways in which family businesses attempt to emerge entrepreneurially but this can only be fully understood in relation to inter-generational emergence. I now turn to the issue of re-emergence in Hibberts and relate back to Robert's comment that "Stewart is seen differently".
Tom died and, in the early 1980s, Stewart, another son-in-law, came into the business. Stewart joined the company as contracts manager but soon became a director. Robert and Stewart are now joint owner-managers of the company with shares distributed amongst the four daughters/spouses. Entrepreneurial development of Hibberts: "saving a penny instead of making a pound"? In terms of the business axis on the developmental model, Hibberts are located in the mature markets phase of business development. During the first interview with Stewart, he spoke about the difficulties of the market. He reports how, during the 1980s and 1990s, the company has evolved from the original craft of Master Steeplejack into the highly specialised industry of electrical engineering designing, supplying and installing earthing systems to fully comply with the British Standard 7430. However, "Interpreneurship" the environment in which the organisation operates has changed dramatically. Whilst there is huge potential in the market estimated to be worth 20 million pounds, the industry is today highly concentrated and the company has seen trading losses over a four year period and a reduction in profit margins.
The key strategic issue as Gersick et al. (1997) point out, for companies located at this intersection, is one of strategic re-focus and securing management and ownership commitment. This is because for mature firms, organisational routines are well established and management teams or structures have usually been created to support stability. The re-focusing efforts are being stimulated by Stewart. As the younger of the two brothers-in-law (45), he has taken on the challenge of undertaking a business studies degree with a view to generating new ideas about how to develop the business.
By the end of year of study (2000) Stewart reports that "things are going in the right direction". There are particular practices they have focused on to improve internal systems so as to facilitate the throughput of work, responsiveness to customer requests and reducing costs. The changes range from initiating "culture change", implementing "Investors in People", environmental waste management/assessment; introducing a business process re-engineering programme and business plan with the help of Business Link, computerising payroll/accounts systems, producing monthly accounts, improving internal communications, encouraging team work, sending staff on short training courses dealing with stress busting, empowerment and delegation, undertaking debtor analysis list, building a database of all major engineering projects in the region and improving response time for customer queries and tendering. In terms of future growth markets, they are also trying to identify a new niche in which they can specialise (light rapid transit systems), which are beginning to emerge in cities of the UK. To facilitate a move into this market, Stewart is heavily involved in developing new contacts and network partners for joint bids for larger contracts. Stewart comments that: "My belief is that we have changed from an autocratic 'you will do as I say company'. This is a very important step in the right direction". Now we are more focused, we know where we want to go and we need to be moving down that path, so we set a strategy for the first time, so it is new to the organisation'.
However, their ability to re-focus is hampered by a number of factors. First, there is a sense of duty to "keep things going" which means they have not made any job losses (retaining number of employees at forty). Second, their strategy is to compete on a cost basis in order to be successful in securing contracts which has had the effect of reducing profit margins. But, although the company quotes for £5 million pounds worth of work each year, it achieves a turnover of about £1 million. Third, they are hindered by worries about how to secure the long-term ownership and management commitment they need as Robert now plans for retirement. Fourth, Stewart's entrepreneurial and networking effort is being weakened by a lack of focus and the tendency for Stewart to jump from one thing to the next. This is now discussed in more detail before turning to the ownership commitment worries.
I worry about what Stewart is doing to the company. I wish he'd only just . . . the trouble is he loses interest as well. He'll take something on and be very keen and then he loses interest and probably something new comes on the horizon and he moves onto it. He wanders off to do, I don't know what it is . . ., I just wish he'd come back to the core thing because what I think it is with small family companies we stick to the core things we are good at unless it is an avenue that we all agree that we want to go down because if we concentrate on the jobs we do and get as much profit out of that job, administratively getting it done as quickly as we can and then get on with the next one. So you know it is a problem. It's not agreed. It's not organised. It's not planned. Not that we really have directors meetings. Stewart and I just sit and have a chat. I don't object to that but it should be in a formal framework that we're all going to agree to.
Robert highlights in this account the tension between the need to pursue potential entrepreneurial opportunities and network contacts at the same time as sustaining a degree of planning and long termism. Robert's concern about things not being organised, agreed or planned and the implications of seeking new market opportunities means that there is a temptation to deviate from their core capability. But in adhering to Hibbert's core competence this ties them into a cost leadership strategic positioning in which there is a constant to pressure to chase turnover at the expense of profit margins. This also limits any flexibility about the use of labour and adds to the cost of the wages bill, as Robert now outlines:
What worries me now is that growth will bring the added overhead, the wages bill's much higher each week. We build up our overhead costs by taking staff on inside, come tight periods we let people go outside on the sites because we've got no work for them but we have the sustainability of keeping people here without the money being earned out there. When we were small it was easy to do, we could do it much more easily. As we grow bigger, if suddenly we get a big slump we'd be after getting rid of people and you don't get them back and that really does concern me. I worry, I really do.
But also whilst they are trying to secure a cost leadership position, there is less attention being given to the search for new market opportunities (such as rapid transit systems) which would give Hibberts the differentiated re-focusing they need. What is being highlighted here is the tension between needing to take forward the company entrepreneurially whilst retaining some sense of "strategy" or plan of what is trying to be achieved. This tension appears to have been "played out" during the first generation also. In speaking about the original founders of the company (Ernie and Tom), one of the employees commented on how the attitude in the company towards entrepreneurial development was: "that they would do anything to save a penny instead of thinking about how they could make a pound". What the person is commenting on is how the owners were more concerned with cost savings and short-term issues rather than the long-term development of the company and increase in turnover or profitability.
At one level, Robert's views on growth and business development reflect the "saving a penny" view. He is worried about unfocused development and the effect this will have on overheads. At another level, however, it might be argued that Robert unhelpfully equates entrepreneurial business development with growth. So that any aspect of entrepreneurial or business development is seen by him as tied to growth. Ironically, the tendency in first generation to be concerned with "saving a penny" rather than "making a pound" is still being realised and worked out in the second generation albeit in different ways. It is Robert who is concerned with "saving a penny" and Stewart who is focused on "making a pound". This is summarised in the following statement by another employee who is the third longest serving member at Hibberts:
They have fundamentally different policies. You know, me as a young manager I just wanted some stability. To say, look what path are we going to go down? Everybody can say, well we "Interpreneurship" want a bit more work or we want to make sure we've got some longevity and that's pretty basic to the company and to any industry I suppose, but one wanted to expand (Stewart) and one didn't (Robert) and this was the problem . . . This employee also refers to worries about family ownership which, in addition, to the above, are hindering the entrepreneurial development of Hibberts:
There was a problem with the owners. Two of the shareholders in particular weren't really interested in the company and never invested in the company and never had anything to do with the company. They just took their dividend every year if you like or whatever dividend they'd been given but they never invested in the company. My personal view was, I used to get told we must keep the shareholders happy, and I agree but I used to think, it's nothing to do with them, the running of this business.
Robert also recalls the family row that occurred when two of the husbands of the daughters wanted to be "bought out" of the business. In the following account he reports on the tensions and dilemmas the family row had created. He also comments on how the crisis encouraged him to reflect on the future of the business and where things might go as he approaches retirement:
Obviously it brings the problem up how we do all realise our potential in this company. I'm not bothered. You see I've got some shares but I started out with no shares. They've been given to me over the years and I'd gladly give them to the lads to be honest but I'm sure the daughters won't. So how we then, I've got six to eight years to sort something out to say Chris can make over the years and whatever. They're still young enough and they're hungry enough perhaps to do it or maybe even bring the other people in as well. If that doesn't happen then the only alternative is to go to a competitor and say, do you want to buy us but we won't get a lot of money for it because they can quite happily sit and let it go. So yes we could liquidate the company which Stew, myself, our two wives and we have overall control of the company are all adamant that that will not happen. You know, I've found myself caring more about this company than I thought when that happened. But the trouble is as Stewart and I go what will happen? Shares will be left to families that have no understanding of the company and whatever but I don't know. But this is a thing of family companies isn't it?
In this account, Robert highlights the complex relationship between hereditary management, kinship ties, family ownership and daily management or business development issues. Reference is made by Robert to how family influences can impede strategic business development and as such need to be isolated and contained. In many ways, he laments the family ownership issue and sees this as conflicting with business goals and aspirations. In talking about the problems of ownership of the company, Robert gives expression to his concerns about reaching 60 and the need, like Ernie and Tom, 20 years earlier, to plan (or at least think about) his disengagement from the business and the possible generational transfer of family leadership -whether this be to Stewart and/or other non-family members of the business in the form of a "buy-out". So, in this account, Robert moves from the ownership domain to that of the businessthinking about and reflecting upon strategic choices that will have to be made to facilitate the move into third generation. Whilst they have to deal with the demands for "being bought out" by two of the family shareholders and where they might raise the revenue for this, this prevents them from focusing on the entrepreneurial development of company.
In addition to the worry about the future of the business and the tension between entrepreneurialism versus a formalisation of the business, there is also the tension/dilemma of feeling that he is the only one who is able to keep Stewart under control and yet he needs to "let go" of the business:
He's aware of me because he thinks I'm very negative and I'm moaning at him and whatever because I'm the only one in the company who can do it to be honest. The others feel too junior or whatever. But I have tremendous respect for Stewart and we get on well and we don't bear grudges. We have a row now and again but next day we go for a drink together and whatever. It worries me that I used to deal with everything myself you see. I used to control everything myself. I can't do that anymore. We've grown too big. I feel like I am being put out to grass. I can't let go. I'd just like Stewart to bring it together a bit.
And in another interview: I see myself being eased out to be honest. Whilst I was able to keep lots of balls in the air, always have done for 25 years. I can do one thing at a time now. I'm not so sure anymore because I find myself sidelined doing things like chasing money and whatever which I find very boring. I come back and I do an odd quote and keep my hand in but I find myself less and less having to lead if you like.
Interpreneurship, organisational (re)emergence and entrepreneurial development in a family firm: reflections and conclusions In adding an entrepreneurial dimension to the three-dimensional developmental model (as presented in Figure 1 ), an attempt has been made to situate entrepreneurship alongside ownership, family and business issues. In the case of Hibberts, the strategic issue is one of interpreneurship or re-emergence as they attempt to re-position, re-energise the company in terms of market, product, and internal processes and practices. It is Stewart that takes on the role of energetic entrepreneurial person going out seeking new opportunities in the market and networking. But the whole process is one of organisational re-emergence that highlights the emergent, social, cultural and processual aspects of entrepreneurial development and growth in a family firm. In the case of Hibberts, entrepreneurship is not a way of thinking or organising that is in abundance if we consider traditional associations of entrepreneurship such as risk taking, innovation, new creation and profit.
However, entrepreneurship is being "imported" into the company through the activities of Stewart. Stewart is drawing upon and importing ideas that are associated with entrepreneurship. But these ideas come from outside of the business and only become meaningful for people in Hibberts as they relate to previous ways of working that are associated with the earlier generations. In this way, the term interpreneurship is found to be useful for referring to a complex process of emergence and re-emergence through which family members (and others) are creating new possibilities for themselves and the organization whilst drawing upon past events, happenings and occurrences that have gone before and that are always culturally, socially and politically situated.
In analysing the chairman's account, the complexity of the family-business-ownership-entrepreneurship relationship is highlighted. The first observation is that through interpretative analysis the polyphony (and close relationship) of meanings and recountings involved in the construction of insights and "Interpreneurship" understandings of entrepreneurship, family, ownership and management are explored. Also, the analysis highlights how meaning of "family" and entrepreneurship are constructed in relation to past and future events. This is in line with Gubrium and Holstein's (1990) view of family as "multi-dimensional and interpretively dynamic whereby meaning is assigned to the actions we take on behalf of the social ties designated as familial" (p. 14). As such, family business owners "shape" their identity and role in the organisation in relation to relationships with previous (and existing) family members.
The key issue for Robert is the need to secure the long term survival and continuity of the business in terms of ownership whilst balancing the need to energize the business entrepreneurially and managerially. In expressing many of his concerns about business development, the analysis has suggested that he relates to the managerial style and organizational practices created by the original founder (Ernie). His concern with balancing family/ownership/managerial issues expressed as "getting organised", "planning more", or "thinking in the long term" overshadow any potential for entrepreneurial thinking on his part. At the same time, Robert is trying to create new possibilities for his organization but he does this by drawing upon past experiences which shape how he sees the future of the business. He is also trying to come to terms with new possibilities for himself as he reconciles the feeling of being "put out to grass" with needing to let go. This tension is being played out in his relationship with his brother-in-law, who has taken on the role of trying to re-position and energize the company in terms of new product/service areas. It is suggested that Stewart has taken forward the managerial style and organizational practices of Tom (the co-founder who joined Ernie in the business). In being more concerned with finding new markets and developing new network contacts, Stewart is bringing the entrepreneurialism needed within the company that is operating in a very mature market.
The adaptation of the Gersick et al. (1997) framework as suggested here in Figure 1 , and the analysis undertaken is this paper is consistent with other developmental, co-evolutionary and integrated views view of the family firm (Kepner, 1983; Hollander, 1984; Ward, 1987; Beckhard and Dyer, 1983; McCollom, 1992) . In addition, this re-conceptualisation resonates with Bourdieu's (1996) view of "family as a realised category". Such a conceptualisation takes account of the inter-relationship between family, ownership, management and entrepreneurship as constantly emerging through old and new, family and non-family interactions that are always culturally, socially and politically situated. And it is through inter-generational emergence that interpreneurship processes occur whereby family members are interacting and creating new possibilities for themselves, their lives, their organizations whilst drawing upon past events, happenings, experiences and conversations that have gone.
In adapting the developmental model the intention has not been to over-privilege ownership or family issues at the expense of entrepreneurship. Nor has it been the intention to over-privilege entrepreneurial issues. It is impossible to understand family issues and inter-generational emergence without close attention to ownership, management and entrepreneurial issues. Likewise, it is impossible to understand entrepreneurship in a family firm without consideration of the ownership, management and family issues. This close association is heightened at times of inter-generational emergence because here family members are interacting and creating new possibilities for themselves, their lives and their organisations. Instead, the analysis presented here puts entrepreneurship to the centre of our understanding about family businesses -an aspect which is often left implicit in family business research but which requires much closer attention than has hitherto been the case.
